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Abstract

Cgmprehenslon monitoring Is an Important component of reading and involves
‘evaluating and regylatfag one's ongoing comprehension pirocesses. This

paper is an Introduction to the concept of comprehension monltoring and
3lscusses research investigations of comprehension monitoring with both
children and adults. The implications for education are considered with .
respect to existing factors that influence the development of monltorlng

strategles.
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Do | Understand or Do | Not Understand:

' That Is the Question

‘No-one would argue with the claim that comprghen;lon i; the primary
gqal of reading. What many. people hax not have considered is 'that moni-
toring comprehension Iis a critical component of reédlng.. Comprehension
monltorlng involves 9v:;uatlng';;d régulatlng one'g o@n ongoing comprehéh-
sion processes. To evaluate Is g& keep track of the success with wh[cﬁ
comprehension Iy proceeding, and to regulate Is to ensure tha{;the pnocesq.-5
-continues Bmoothly, often by taking remedial action when comprehension
" falls. Thus, readers who monitor th;lr comprehension of text are likely to
know whén they understand, when they don't understa;d, and when the;
partially understand. - In addition, they know to test whether their under-
standing Is~adequat§ for the purpose at hand, and when and how to deal with
comprehension difficulties. .

A“ll;tle introspection about the way we read will reveal that we
usually are not aware of asking ourselves |f we understand. Yet some sort
of sélf-questlonlng must occur; otherwise, how would we know when we fail
.tévhﬁderstan&? For@most of us, most of the time, understandlﬁg comes
relatively automatically. We don't have eo stop aﬁd try to figure out the
meaning of each word, phrase, or sentence. But Occaslonally, something

warns us of a problem, and we then focus our attention more directly on what

we are read.ng as we attempt to understand.
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-Most mature readers probably have experienced two extremes of“gpmﬁre-

hension monitoring at some tl;g‘or another. One extreme.occurs when our
attention wanders from the tz;f without our awareness. We continue
"readlpg" for a number of péragfgphs or evern pages, then suddenly reailze
we have no idea of what it was we just ''read.' Ciearly, this is a situa-
tion where we were hot keeping track of comprehension at all. The other
extreme of ﬁonltqung occurs when we read highly fecﬁnlcal, unfamiliar
text. In this situation, we must geep a constant check on our under-
standing, which may result in proceeding through the text word by word.,
Neither of these extremes is optimal; we musf. of cod}se. keep track of
owr combrghenston. but if we stop to check our understanding of every word,
it is virtually impossible to grasp the overall meaning. l
: There afe séveral different levels at whlch'quprehens!on can be
mpnltored. The simplest level involves making sure that individual words
are understood. Moéi readers are likely to know when a word comprehehsion
fallure occurs, and they know how to remedy this proBlem: consult a dic~
. tioqary. ask someone the meaning of the word, or try to figure out the
mean]ng from the context of the passage in which the word occurs. A more
complex level of monitoring involves checking that the ideas expressed in
the text make sense and are consistent with one another. This process |
redulres that readers consider the ﬁ;an!ngs nqg/only of individual sentences
but also the relationships among sentences within the text. An even more

complex level of monitoring involves a consideration of how the ideas

expre;sed in the text relate to what the reader already knows. All three
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levels of comprehension monitoring are critical components of comprehension,
"and the proficient reader should be able to monitor effectively at all
levels. - ' - '
ldeally, comprehension monltoring {s a fléxlble process, adapted to the
characteristics of the material and.the purposes for reading it. Readers -
need to"set a criterion for deciding whether gndérstSBdlng is adequate for
their purposes. This is relatively easy.to do when‘followlng instructions
hecause there is a specific go;l to be achieved. Even if an initial
reading leads to a feellng of understandlng. actual executlon of the in-
structlons may prove otherwlse. Monitoring the comprehension of other klnds
: of text Ts more difficult, howeQer, because the criteria for successful
- 'comprehenslon are less gxpll;lt. ‘Readers must decide for ehemselves how
well they need to understand and must select their own,;tandards for evalu-
ation. Fallure to select appropriate standards may well contribute to the
difficulties many students e;perlence in i?arnlng from text (Andé;sfn, in
press), Students who.feel‘they upderstand t@e as{lgned'textbdbk-materlal

may only become aware of their incomplete understanding when they are

tested on it. . _

) The Relationship of Comprehension Monitoring

to Critical Reading and Study Skills

There are a number of commonalities between comprehension monitoring

and two traditional concepts: critical reading and study skills.

Critical reading, according to Robinson (1964), involves judging the
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“'veraclty, valldity, and worth of wﬁet Is read, based on criteria or

standards deve'oped through previous experlche." Torrance's (1967) con-

' ception of creative reading captures even moﬂe of the"essence ef compre-

hension monitoring: “. « . the creative reeder sensitlizes himself to

problems. gaps in knowledge, missing elements. something incorrect.'
Comprehension monltorlng and critical reading share an evaluatiop component
but not the'one of regulatlon. I f crltlcal rea#lng leads to an awareness

4 \

of a problem, comprehension monitoring enables one to deal with it.

It should be apparent that lnse;;;;?;;*}e‘er{g;Eal reading can foster
the evaluation skills cequired to monltor one's own understanding. Ac-
cordlng to Nblf King, and Huck (1968), the eblllty to analyze and evaluate

ldeas does not develop naturally with maturlty but must be taught. They

conclude,_however, that existing instruction jn crltlcal read]ng Is often

inadequate. Because lhétructlon is typically postpoﬁed until children have
become fluent:readers. "tﬁé\hablt.of Indiscriminate aeceptance of printed
material may become so well establlshed that'later lnseructlon in these
skills would be extremely dlfflcult“ (Wolf et al., p. 43, . A second
Inadequacy lies in the practice of limiting emphasis on cr tical reading to

a specific class period. As Goodman (1976) points out:

™
Much of the reading required of children in school deters rather than

promotes critical reading. |f there is always one right answer to a
~ question, if the teacher settles an argument by pointing out that the

book has given the information on page 38 (implying that books are

~7
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never wrong), if children are led to believe that }hex ore ﬁot =
petent to judge the merits of their social studies or science books,
‘then the teacher cannot turn around and ask children to re.d an essay
in their readlngstext;crltlcally. .One either reads critically or'oné
does not. The strategies required to read critically must be de-
veloped fbr all reading tasks and not just for special ones designed

for lnStchtlbn. (p. 469)

e It seems clear that these instructional pracilces should be changed,
eipeclaily given the evidence that many adults do not engage ‘in critical
reading . (Wolf, 1967). This.conclusion is further bolstered by experiments

* to be descrlbed_ln this paper showing that many college students do not

L LS

wValuate their cdmbrehenslon carefully enougﬁ to detect confusions.

The second tradltlonal.area of Instruction related to compr?henslon
monitoring is that pf study skills. The research repo;ted in thls paper .
is part of a~project'speclflhally aimed at tralnlng’effectlve techniques
for learning by reading. The motlvitlod'for the project was tha% tradi-

. tional approaches to studying focus primarily on hehaviors to eﬁéage:ln
before reading and after rezaTFET\hyt not during reading. For example,
Robinson's (1941) SQ3R technique instructs the student to engage in survey
and question activities before readlng,and.to~eng§ge in recitation, reflec-
tion, aﬁd review activities after reading. The approache: do not stress

evaluating understanding during reading and they provide few guldellnés

for dealing with comprehension difficulties.
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One exception appears in'a “how to study" guide by Locke (1975)..

Locke introduces the concept of ''study monitoring,' which is similar to the.'

&t

cancept of comprehension monitoring: .

4
e

. L N
——— Studying actually requires a double or split mental focus. On the

one hand, you need to be focused on the material itself (that is, on

learning it). At the same time, however, ydu'need to be constantly

checking to see that you are actually performing those mental opera-

tions that’produce learning. In short, you need to monitor Your

mental ..processes while studying. Thls*does'not mean you should

monitor every second; thi_.would obviously make it impossible to learn

Q

" the material. Your monltorlng faculty should operate somewhat like

a nlght watchman inspecting a bul;jﬁng who perlodlcally turns on his
‘ : -flashl ight to check up on thlngs as he makes his rounds. . (The flash-
light in this analogy isyour monitoring faculty.) (Locke, 1975,

\

p. 126)

&

Some of the monitoring activities Locke suggests students engage in
are to make su}e'thelr minds are focused on the subject matter of the book
and to keep track of their purposes for reading. They should also be on
tﬁe alert for feelings of false u;derstandlng, which can arise from
skipping over difficult material. Although Locke's comments about moni-
toring are worthwh{le, his suggestions on how to develop‘monltorlng skills

simply deal with pfactliﬁ. What Is needed are more systematic techniques

for providing direct Instruction,
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Background Research on Comprehension Mon!toriug

pesplte the obvious lmportancé of mqnltorlng‘one’s.own'camprehenslon
during }eadldg, relatively lfttie research has been directed to tﬁé
process. Héuever, psychology has séen a renewed concern wl%h the reading.
process, and many investigators have become lntg?ested in ‘"metacognition,"
or the awareness and'conirol of one's own cognitive processés, including
comprehension (Brown, in press; Flavell, 1978). Thus, we can anticipate

that our limited knowledge about comprehension monltoring will soon be

4 )

. LS
supplemented. Some of the experiments that have -already been done will -

' ﬁow be consldered.

| One indirect way of studying comprehension monitoring is to ask people '

to reflect on their comp?ehenslon processes. Olshavsky (1976-77) did

_ this by asklpg subjects to talk aloud about their thoughts and expecta-

tions while they were reading a passage clause by clause. Earlier, Smith
(12f7) and Strang and Rogers (1965) examined retrospective reports from
su;jects who were asked'to talk about their feactIOns to { passage after
they finished readlng it. Technlqués such as thege héve revealed variety
in the strategies people use in an effort to comprehend, thus confirming
Thorndike's (1917) view of reading as a problem solving process. The
results also suégest that poor comprehension monitoring may be characteris-
tic of poor readers. Though good and poor high school readéfs did not‘seem
to?dlffer in their identification and resoluti n of comprehension difficul-
ties at the level of words and clauses (Olshavsky, 1976-77), differences

in more sophisticated monitoring were found. For example, poor readers had
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ies; lnslght'lnto the procedures. they dsedjdu;}ng reading (3mith, 1967;
.Strand [ Rggers, 1965), and, [p.addltloo; wef® less likely to seek clari-
fication'bf poorly understood information (stfan§/8 Rogers, 1965).
Becausg the subjects in these experiments were specifically jnstr:ctea

)

to reflect on their comprehension processes, the studies are able to provide

little information about spontaneous comprehension monitoring.. Moreover,

[24

slnce'thé'experlmenters'had no control- over which specific sections of text

readers might find coﬁfuslng, it lf”ﬁT??}cult to draw dbncluilons about n
E;Q efféctlvely.readerslﬁerc monitoring thelr.cohprehénslon. These short-
. comings ESn be remedied by manipulating the comprehensibility of the text
‘- itself; fa;lu?es to notice deliberately introduced confusions would then
+ ™™, provide evldenc& af. poor, cqmprehen;lon mpnltorlngf Such a method has been
useq to study Ehe deve}opment of comprehension mon(to?lng skills in.a
1istentng task (Markman, 1977). Children }n“flrst'and third grades listened
to simple instructions on how to piay a game or perfonn'a magic frlck. “In .
both cases, lpfordathn was left out tﬁat was crucial to following the
instructions. The children Qere told that their help was needed in coming
up with good lnstruétlons and that they should let the experlmen;e; know

if something was omitted or unclear. The instructions for the card game

were as follows:

We each put our cards in a pile. We both turn over the top card

in our plle. We look a{ cards to jee who has the special qard. Then

L]

we turn over the next card in our piie to see who has the special

0
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‘ card this time. ln’the end the person with the most cards wins the

. -

‘ .'Thpqq;@gs no mention of what the "special card” might be. Markman found
* ’ . 4 " . . Ny
o that the third graders realized the Jnstruct{qns were incomplete much more

. oeo- read1ly thanodbd’ the younger children. It was often not until the first

- qraders actual y tried to carry out the instructions that they realizéd

o‘\" .

they dldn t‘Andertand They may have felt \ they understood when In fact '
.they dld not sudbestlng that, they had been \jstenlng passively and not .
actlvely evaluatlng‘;hether the. lnstructlons-made sqnse.

%ﬁrkman (1978) has also ptovided evidence that the effectiveness ofc
one'ﬁ comprehension moni toring may depend not only oh age but also on the
nqtzre of the materlals and the task demands. Chlldren in thlrda fifth,

]

:énd slxth grades, .lstened to short essays contalning lnconslstent ifforma-

/' .

tion and then answered quest iGhs designedz;o assess awareness of the in-

, consistencies. ,Folloﬁing Is.an’example from a passage about fish: *

Fish must have light in order to see. There is absolutely no

light at the bottom of the oce7a«-¢; is pitch black down thére.

When it is that dark the fish cannét see anything. They cannot even
see colors. Some ffshithat live at the bottom of the oc?an éAQ see .
the color of their food; that Is how they know what to eat.

“

The obvious inconsistency here is that fish cannot see colors at the
bottom of the ocean, yet some can see the color of their food. Children
i /..

in all grades tested were equally poor at noticing “the inconsistencies.

?

‘ ® . 12
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Althgﬁgh'ihlrd graﬁers In the 1977 study did report fallures to understand

Instructions, children.of the same age and older falled to report con-

. fusions in the essays. However, when specifically warned abodt the In-

consistencies, a greater proportion of chlldren, primarily sixth graders,

_reported them.. This lndlcates,thét comprehension monitoring is easier NQ?n

" one has some Idea of what to look for.

- 8
Markman's experiments with listening suggest there may be developmental

* changes In comprehension monitoring and,, further..thaf the nature of the

materials and the'task demands are both influential variables. It has also

been shown that poor rerders at the high school level h L] leg‘s;{gwareness of

) & , o ..
their comprehension processeés than do good readers (Smitrn, 1967; Strang &

.

'.Roger, 1965). I f cofkect. these findings indicate that comprehension

monitoring is not an'ablility that automatically develops with maturity. but
is, instead, hlghl§ dependent on knowledge and expertlse. Despite attention
to,the relgted areas of cfltlcal reading and study skills, instructlon in

comprehension monitoring Is not typically included in school curricula.

Children seem to be left on their own to acquire expertise. Since many

students :ho have entered college still experience difficuity in the task

*

of learnfng by reading (Anderson, in press), it may be that their compre;'
hension monitoring skills are inadequate. If this Is su, instruction in

comprehension monitoring throughout the school years may be warranted.

Y]
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nggrehension Monitoring in Mature Readers

The purpose of one research project carried.out at the Center for the
[:]

'Study of Reading was to determine whether poor comprehension monitoring

does, In fact, occur in mature.readers. Given our interest in the task of
learning by reading, the subject population cohsisted of cq}legq students.
The experiments to be described were carried out with gﬁe help of Rlchard'
lf Anggrson._Sally N. Standlfor&, and Dean Radin. The stimulus materials
wére'p;sgages'deéllng with topics in world history, each Eonslstlng of
three relatively independent paragraphs. The middle paragraph of each
passage was modified to.contaln one Af three types of confusions:

(1) fnapproprlate logical connective, where expectations about the kind of
information tﬁat'hill follow a particular ;onnective are violated (e.g.,
the word ﬂtﬁerefore" was substituted for the word '"however'); (2) lIncon-
sistent Information,.where.ldeas axpressed in one sentence conflict with
those in one or more other sentences (e.g., the word ‘backwards'' was sub-
stituted for thé word "advanced' In a sentence evaluating the inca economy,
while subsequent sentences continued to describe bosltive aspects of the
economy); (3) ambiguous reference,. where the conéext does not specify which
of several previously Introduced nouns is the referent of the nonspec{flc
phrase (979" the phrase '‘one tyﬁe of novel" is substituted for ''the
pastoral novel' In a context where three different novei types are under
discussion). For each of the three confusion types, one passage contained

a confbslon at the '"main point' level, while another contained a 'detail"

level confusion.

el
-a
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in one part of the research (Baker, 1979), 14 col]pge students read

e

the passages without being told that confusions ware:present. They were
then asked to recall as much as they could from fhé target paragraph.

After that, they were Informed that the paragraphs contalned confusions

and were asked to report them. They were allowed to reread the paragraphs

| f necessary. Students were asked whether or nog they noticed the con-
fusions during reading, how they Interpreted:them, and how the confuslohs
affected thelr overall understanding of the paragraph. Confusions ‘in~- "
v§lvlng a maln point of a paragraph were detected more frequently than
those Involving details. Students were most successful at catching In-
consistent facts and least successful at catéhlng‘lnapproprlate connectives.
This lattér finding was pa(tlcularly lnterestlng since mgné stu&y skills
gbides claim that connectives play an Important role In comprehension

(e.g., Adams & Spira, 1378; Wood, 1978; Sparks & Johnson, 1971). The guldes
recommend-that students pay speclal-attention té words such as ''similarliy,"
"therefore,' and ''however'' because these kinds of words provide clues’ about
what kinds of Information feilow. But in our task, students were not sen-

sitive to these clues.

v

The most Interesting resuits came from subjects' comments about how
they dealf with the confusing information during recall and h&w they thought
the confuslons affected their comprehension. These retrospective reports
made it apparent that, on many occasions, failure to report a confusion was
not due to' failure to monitor ;omprehension but, rather, to the use of ''fix-

up" strategies for resolving comprehension problems. A few of these strate-

gies will now be discussed.

et
*
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The most frequent strategy was to make an Inference to supplement
the information expllcltfy presented in the text. Subjects decided that
some relevant information had not been mentioned in the text and used‘;helr
prior knowledge to bridge the gap. Many students applied this strategy in
deaiing with lnconslsteﬁcles. One such lnconslstency.appears in the para-

graph below:

The Inca econom§ was extremely backward for its time. The chief
occupation and source of lncéme was farming. Farming methods were
dﬁlte s§phlst!cated and included ;clentlflc irrigation, fertllization,
and use of terraces. ngricultural products were therefore plent{ful
and of good quality. A fundamental requirement of the government was

N
that every able-bodied subject must pay taxes. These taxes were paid
- through labor rather than through a medium of exchange. As a result,

uhemployment was virtually absent.

t

The first sentence of the paragraph sets up the lneonslstency with the
claim that the economy was backward. Although no other statement ;x-
plicitly cohtradlﬁts this, subsequent information provides disconfirming
evidence: a backward economy is unlikely to have such successful'farming
foorts and no unemp loyment.

Almost three-quarters of the students noticed this inconsistency, but
less than half said they detected It during the initial reading. This was
the case because when they first encountered che inconslsténcy, they made

inferences to resolve it. Only when explicitly instructed to find a
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problem did they féchAIn on it. When asked to recail the paragraph,
many fubjects modified tpg_lnformatlon to be more consistent with the gen-
eral ldea of a favorable‘ economic slfuatlon. For example, ong'§ubject
recalled, ""The economic condition §f the country was fairly déveloped and
efficient.'!' Another recalled, '‘The economy seemed-like:lt worked very
well, at least In their own soclety." In pocsttest quesélontng. this person
explalneé her lngerpretatlon of the inconsistency: ‘"The economy couid
still be backward yet have excelleng.equlpment.“ Another subject included
arresolvlng inference In her recall response: 'The economy was baqkward. |
« «+ o Although they pos;essed.relatlvely modern technology, they were not
organized in an efficient ecdnomlc.mannér." Still another student's ex-
planation of how he dealt with the confuslo; was, ''l thought another part
was backward (such as dlstflbutlon) and the author just falled to ex?laln
it. | kept waiting for 5& exﬁianat}on..;‘.?é .' “ ,
A number of additional strategles'fér dealing with the confusions were
also observed. One was to look back at previously read information,
checking to see if some c.uclal bit of information had been overlooked.
"Another strategy was to make a mental note that a problem had occurred,
but to continue reading in the hope that clartflcatiop would occur later
. ’ in the text. Students also reported‘khat they realized there was a problem
.« . but decided it was trivial and not worth the effort of trying to resolve.
Others explained that they were reading for general ideas and so understood
the main theme even if a single sentence seemed to be in conflict. Occa-

sionally, authors or typists were blamed for a confusion, and students

L2
N
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reported that a sentence or word had been omitted. Other students tried
to make secnse of the passage, falled; anq gave up. As oﬁe subject said, -
"l more or iess got frustrated and Just threw my hands up."

The study also revealed causes of detectldn failures other than poor
comprehension monitoring: One .was that students assigned alternative
internretation$ to thé Eext, leading.ton"mlsunderstanéings.“ They felt .
they understood but in fact did not get the meaning the author intended
to convey. lnﬂadditi&n, subject;'sometlmes falled to detect &etall coﬁ-
fusions because they were reading for general ideas and not devoting at-
tention to details. Anéther éause of detection failure was réadlng sen- .
t;nce hy‘sentence uithouf'lntegrating across ‘sentences. Since all of the
confus ions required consideration of two gr more sentences, lnéegratlon
was essential. (It was rather surpr{;lng to find that a mature reader
consciously use& what seems like an Jmmature strategy: ''| read the
material as individual sentences, not baragraphs « « o« ¢« | was just
tﬁying to collect facts=-1 didn't put them together.')

Because the experiment showed that fallure to 'report a.confusion was
.not necessarily evidence of poor comprehension‘monltorlng, a second“;;udy
was conducted to observe reading behavior more directly using the PLATO
Comp ster System (Baker, Anderson, Standiford, & Radin, 1979). Subjects
sat at individual stations equipped with a keyboard and a screen similar
to a typewriter an& television. Passages were presented on the screen

sentence by sentence and subjects controlled the amount of time they spent

réadlné'each sentence by pressing keys on the keyboard. The computer

R
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recorded re;d!ng times on each exposure. to a sentence, as well as the
_pattern of movement through the text; that is, when and where the subject
reread previous sentenﬁgs.* We expected to find differences in reading -
‘behavior depending on the pres§hce or.absence of confusion. |f subjects
were monitoring their coNbrehen#lon. they'shopld spend more tfme éeadlng
the.farget information, and/or louk back at previously read lnformaflon
dp&e frgquently in,.an attempt to resolve or verify the proBlem.
The-materlals for the experiment were similar to those used previously,
but the confusions were confined to lnconslstencles. Agalﬁ. an inconsis-
tency lnvolved elther the main idea of the paragraph or a detaii. We
expected that subjects would be more likely to notice the maln idea incon-
sistencies than the detail, since the statement of the main idea confllcted
with virtually all-of the other sentences in the paragraph, while the | |
detall statement c;nfilcted wfth only.one; A second manipulation in the
experiment was fo inform half of the.subjects:pklor to reading that Iincon-
sistencles wefe'present and that they would be asked to report them later.
We expected that the subjects who were explicitly instructed to monitor
their compréhenslon.would spend more time reading the passages than the
noninstructed subjects and, 'n addition, that they would be more likely to
notice the confusions. ' ’
Ninety undergraduates served as subjects. Each read one passage
containing a main point Inconsistency, one conta{nlng a detall inconsis-
tency, and another containing no inconsistencies. After reading all -the

passages, subjects were told that.lncoﬁklstencies had been present and

)
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were asked to Indicate which line, If any, they thought contained the con-
' fuslén_ln each target paragg;gh. i f ;ubjects reported a confusion, they
were then asked to state whether they'had noticed ft?du;tng reading and
whether they thought it involved a main polnt‘or a detall.
- As expected, subjects spent more time reading pas;ag#s containing
lncohslstencles‘and looked back more frpquently than when the passages
. were consistent. This was true foeroth‘malh‘polnts and detalls. Sur-
| prisingly, there was no effect from the lnsgructloﬁs on the subjects' -
reading behavior; the performance of subj?cts who were warned that iricon-
sistencies were present was indistinguishable from that of uninformed
subjects. Subjects were quite good at detecting both main point and detail
. inconsistencies, as well as correctly (éportfng that no lnc&ﬁsistencles _
were present. The overall detection probability was about .70. Again,
there were no differences between the two Instructional groups: Subjects
lnstrﬁcted to monitor for lnéon#l;tencleé'were-nq mare llkel& to detect
them than were subjects who were simply lnstr;ucted rto s.tudy. What this
mlght‘mean Is that if sub .ccs monitor thelir comprehension effe:tlyely,
they do so with or without specific lnstfﬁctlons. And those subjects who

are not good monitors do not monitor well even when told to do so.

Al
~

Thus, this experiment has provided some evidence not only that college
students test their understanding of material they have read but als9 that
they dd so during the actual process of reading. ~ if they encounter a con-
fusion, they devote extra time io studying it, and they reread previous

sentences in an effort t&c.larlfy their understanding.
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Conclusions and fggllcatlons
Thié paper has provided an introduction to the notlod'of'compreﬁeﬁ- .

sion monjtoring and has reviewed experimental studies of monitoring skills:
in both children and adults. The studies by Markman have shown that there
" are developmental dlfferences in the extent to which children evaluate .
passages for conslstency and comp leteness as- they listeri to them, and the
research by Baker and hei col leagues has shown that college students
fr;quently fal! to detect confusions. .However. failure to report a con-
fusion ls not in itself a senslt?ve.index of comprehenslonbmpnitorlng be-
cause subjecti often made inferences to resolvé the confusions without
realizing they had done so. In addition, thelr purposes for . readlng were
not always compatible wlth the implicit task demand of confuslon detectlon,
that is, they were reading for general understandlng. Clearly; It 1s not_
engugh to know whether or not a confusion was detected; one must also know
how the confuslon was interpreted and how extenslvely it had been processed.

In summary, the research has shown that some college students can and

available to assist them

the text. . Moreover, thes—plrocedures'are sometimes applied so automatically

.,
~

that readers are unawarfe that t glr interpretation of the text may not be

the one the author inte ded to convey. There are also large individual dif-
ferences in the way readers monitor their camprehension.” It thus appears

that the question of Interest is not whether readers moni tor thelg
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comprehension, but rather hgg,they monitor It. Future work is planned to .

' investigate differences beiﬁeen good and poor readers and to more directly

test the hypothesls that comprehension monitoring is.crucial to good compre-
hension. we hope to identify individuals who are weak at comprehenslon
monitoring, give them training designed to improve their monitoring abil-
ities, and assess the effect of such training on their reading
comprehenélon.

Thé finding that many subjects who fglled to nbtlcé .the confusions

durlng reading wefe able to detect tnem when specifically Instructed to

" do so:has an important educational implication. Al though many students

. are capable of comprehension monitoring, they don't always do it on their

own initiative. This lack of motivation for carefu] reading ‘may stem from
cg;taln.factors existing in classrooms at all grade .levels. One such
factor is exposure to poorly written materiai. If ideas are poorly ex-

pressed, it is a struggle for students to grasp the intended meaning. This

~ may discourage them from carefully evaluating their undurstanding. In

addltlon,'fhey{may attribute their failures in understanding poorly written

text to themselves ra£ﬁer than to the author.

A second factor is that understanding is often monltored by external
agents rather than iy the gtudents .henselves. wertsch (1978) and .
Schallert and Kieiman (1979) report that teachers assume much of the re-
sponsibility of cognitive monitoring for children, keeplng frack of what

they know and don't know, what they understand and don't understand, and

in other ways guiding them through the attainment of some goal. Even when

1
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.'/1
_studentb;reachihlgh school and college, the need for'comprehensiomﬂménl- .
toring hs somatlmos removed. For example, students engaged in computer
manaqullnstrurtlon (CMI) do not have to ask themselves if they understand
the ma7erlal; the computer lnforms the students during each enéounter
uhether or not they. understand (Anderson, in press). Slmllarly, programmed
lnstrqctlon (Pl) textbooks eliminate the need for self-guestioning by
guldlmg students step-by-step through the learning n\\‘::g

There are both advantages and dlsadvantages to thls.eaucatlonal

.,prac:lce of monltorlng students' comprehension for £;:m. On the one hand,
it epsures that students understand the ma*>rial by keeping a carefu{
chec; on their understandlmb amd by providing appropriate measmresforclarl~
fylég‘romprehenslon failures.” On the other hand, it may fgster“passlve
reaélng'and étudy hab]ts; Why should students make the effort‘to.check
the}r understanding If someone else will do it for them? In fact, the
proérammed techniques were originally developed because many students dl&

not do well with tradltlonal textbook-lecture formats. Perhaps this problem

cquld have been avoided had the students received adequage instruction in

A

cmmprehenslon monitoring.

~

&
")
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